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December 20,2010 

Cfaristopfaer Hughey, Acting General Counsel 
Office of tfae General Counsel 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E StNW 
Wasfaington, DC 20463 i c? 

Re: MUR 6411 - 77ie NEA Fund for Children and Public Educationr- o £2 

-^ ^ CD 
Dear Mr. Hugfaey: 

On November 4,2010, Jofan Wilson, Treasurer of tfae NEA FuncfYordiiildren and 
Public Education ("tfae NEA Fund'̂ ,̂  received a letter dated November 1,2010, from J^S. 
lordan. Supervisory Attorney of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration for the 
Federal Election Commission ("Commission"), stating that fais office faad received a 
complaint ("Complainf ) alleging that The NEA Fund may have violated the Federal 
Election Campaign Act (The Act"). We have been authorized to represent The NEA Fund 
and Mr. Wilson in tfais matter and submit tfais response on tfaeir befaalf. 

Enclosed witfa tfae letter from Mr. Jordan was tfae Complaint, wfaicfa v\ras filed by 
Cleta MitcheH of the law firm Foley & Lardner LLP, on behalf of an organization callmg itself 
"Let Freedom Ring." Tfae Complaint alleges tfaat tfae NEA Fund, along vdtfa more than 
twenty other entities, made expenditures for campaign ads that were coordinated with 
Nancy Pelosi (D-CA), John Larson (D-CA], and otfaer unnamed Members of Congress. 

As we now show, the Complaint is without merit, and no action should be taken 
against the NEA Fund or its treasurer. The Complaint rests entirely on unsupported 

1 The NBA FOnd is a fiederal political coinmittee that is registered wifo the Commissianj Ite connected 
organization is foe National Education Association ("NEA*̂ , a labor organization wifoin the meaning of 2 
U.S.C§441b(b)(l). 
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specdation, spun off of two news stories and unsupported by any actual evidence, and has 
evidendy been lodged with the goal of intimidating tfao complainant̂ s ideologicd 
advoraanies with the threat of intrusive and wide-nni^ng discovery. Tho Commiasion 
sfaodd foHow ite wellrestabUshed practice and decline the Complaint's uivitation to engage 
in a "fisfaing expedition" to find tfae foctual promise tfaat should faave been, but is not, 
identified in the Complaint̂  Sucfa an investigation would be particularly inappropriate 
here because tfae specdations on wfaicfa tfae Complaint rests are to tfae direct contrary of 
tfae actual focts regarding the NEA Fund's independent expenditures as demonstrated by 
the swom declarations attached hereto. 

ijTi FACTS 

^ A. The NEA Fund Maintained a Written Firewall Policy that Insulated 
^ the Team Responsible for Independent Expenditure 
*cx Communicaldniis from All Non-Public Information about the Plans, 
Q Projects, Activities, or Needs of Candidates, Campaigns, or Parties. 

^ On May 11,2010, Mr. WUson— ŵfao is also NEA's Executive Director—created a 
"befaind-tfae-wair [BTW) team for NEA and tfae NEA Fund.̂  Tfae BTW team was responsible 
for independent expenditures on befaalf of state and federal candidates, as weU as certain 
grassroots lobbying and otfaer public issue communications, ballot measure 
communications, nonpartisan voter registration and get-out-tfae-vote activity, and work 
with outdde organizations engaging in independent activity m connection with tfae 2010 
election.̂  

Executive Director Wilson assigned Lynne Garramone-Mason to work as the head of 
the BTW team.̂  Upon making that assignment; Executive Director Wilson sent an emaU 
memorandum to all NEA staff and Executive Committee members setting forth the written 
BTW poUcy.̂  As explained in tfae memorandum, tfae purpose of tfae policy was "to avoid 
iUegal coordination, or even tfae appearance of sucfa coordination" by establishing a 
"firewall" between staff working on independent expenditures and all other staff, including 

2 This is not the first time that Ms. Mitchell has. in foe service of one of her cliente, filed a patently 
meridess complaint against the NEA Fund. In MUR 5855, Ms. Mitehell, acting on behalf of foen-Rep. ).D. 
Hayworth, filed a complaint alleged that foe NEA Fund violated foe Act by Hailing to repoit within 48 hours ite 
independent expenditores for television advertisemente tliat were critical of Hayworth. The Commission 
unanimously found foat foe complaint %vas wifoout merit because (a) it was filed even before foe NEA Fund's 
48-hour report was due; and (b) the NEA Fund did, in fact file timely the required 48-hour report See MUR 
5855 [NBA Fund for Children & Pub. Educ) Stetement of Reasons at 1-2 (2007). 

3 Swom Declaration of Lynne Garramone-Mason (Tab A), at K 2. 

•W. i 

5/d 

«/dir3&Tab 1. 



Christopher Hughey 
December 20,2010 
Page 3 of17 

foose working on lobbying or membership communications.̂  Under the terms of the 
puUcy, staff members were proHibiteti from communicating witii tfae BTW toam about any 
of tfae folkiwing subjects: 

• tfae plans, projects, activities, campaign strategy, or needs of any state or federal 
candidate, political party committee, or agent or representative tfaereof; 

• tfae creation, planning, production, or distribution of any independent expenditure 
^ or any, grassroots lobbying or public issue communication naming any candidate, 
•sr nonpartisan voter registration or get-out-the-vote activity aimed at the public, ballot 
i>n measure commimication, or any non-public infomiation that might be used in 
^ creating, planning prodndiig, ur distributing such comninnications; 

^ • the message, stmcture, timing, format, or intended audience for any mdependent 
expenditure, grassroots lobbying or public issue communication tfaat names a 

^ candidate, nonpartisan voter registration or get-out-tfae vote activity, or haUot 
^ measure activity aimed at the general public; 

• outside organizations engaged in making independent expenditures or 
independent issue communications or ballot measure committees; and 

• any aspect of NEA's or any state affiliate's 2010 internal membersfaip campaign 
including, but aot limtted to, cammunications that are planned m* made to members 
and tfaeir fomilies as part of tfaat membersfaip campaign or membersfaip activities 
tfaat are planned or conducted as part of tfaat campaign.̂  

Tfae NEA Fund's BTW team for independent expenditures in connection with tfae 
2010 election for the House of Representatives consisted of Ms. Garramone-Mason, and 
NEA staff members Rick Farfaglia, Bob Burke, Jack Polidori, Marc Egan, Ray Mclneraey, and 
Brian Washington.̂  

Mr. Farfaglia, Mr. Burke, and Mr. Polidori were all assigned to tfae BTW team nn May 
11,2010,i<* and their assignment was announced along with Ms. Garramone-Mason's in 
Executive Director Wilson's May 11 memorandum to aU NEA staff.̂ ^ As noted above, that 
memorandum set fortfa tfae terms of tfae BTW policy. 

Md. 
>/d. 
»W.1[4. 
»«M.1|S. 
"/d.l|5&Tab 1. 
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On September 17,2010, Executive Director WUson added Mr. Wasfaington to the 
BTW team.^2 Mn Washington's assignment was accompanied by an announcement frtm 
Executive Director WUson to aU NEA steff tfaat reiterated tfae teems ofthe BTW poUcy.̂ ^ on 
September 23,2010, Executive Director WUson added Mr. Egan and Mr. Mclnemey to the 
BTW team.̂ 4 Their assignment was also accompanied by an announcement from Executive 
Director Wilson to all NEA steff tfaat reiterated tiie terms of tfae BTW poUcy.̂ s 

B. In Accordance witfa the BTW policy, the NEA Fund's independent 
Expenditures in Connection Mdth ttie 2010 Races for the House of 
Representatives Were Completely Free from Coordination with any 
Candidate, Campaign, or Party Committee. 

In connection witfa aU of their activities relating to the 2010 elections, the NEA 
Fund's BTW team foithfiilly followed tfae requirements of tfae BTW policy. Tfae BTW Team 
faad no direct or indirect commimications witfa tfae candidates or campaigns in wfaicfa tfae 
NEA Fund made independent expenditures for tfae 2010 election—or with persons who 
themselves faad communications witfa the candidates or campdgns—conceming: the 
plans, projects, activities, campaign strategy, or needs the candidates, party committees, or 
agente or representetives thereof; the creation, planning, production, or distribution of any 
independent expenditure or any non-public information that might be used in creating, 
planning, produdng, or distributing sucfa communications; tfae message, stmcture, timing, 
format, or intended audience for any independent expenditores; outside oi^nizatioiis 
engaged in making independent expenditores; or any aspect of NEA's or any stete 
affiliate's 2010 intennal membersfaip campaigns.̂ ^ 

Wfaen making independent expenditores, tfae NEA Fund relied on outside vendors 
for media production, media buys, and postege.̂ ^ All vendors worldng witfa tfae NEA Fund 
on independent expenditores were informed ofthe written BTW policy and were 
contractoally obligated to maintein the integrity of tfae "firewaU" created by tfae BTW 
policy.̂ " Accordingly, vendors warranted tfaat tfaey faad not performed any services for a 
candidate in race in wfaicfa the NEA Fund made independent expenditures; furthermore, 
they agreed not use or communicate to the BTW team any campaign's strategy, plans, 

«/c/.t6. 
"/d.16&Tab2. 

»*/d.l7. 

"/c/.t7&Tab3. 
Id. Iff 8,11,16-18; Swom Declaration of Rick Farfaglia (Tab B), at ̂  5-8; Swom Declaration of 

Bob Burke (Tab C], at ^ 5-8; Swom Declaration of Jack Polidori (Tab D), at T l 5-8; Swom Declaration of 
Brian Washington, (Tab E), HIT 5-8; Swom Declaration of Marc Egan (Tab F), at HH 5-8; Sworn Declaration of 
Ray Mclnemey (Tab G), at 1[1| 5-8. 

Garramone-Mason Decl. If 9; 

»/d.1f9&Tabs4-7. 
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activities, needs, or communications for races in wfaicfa tfae NEA Fund made independent 
expenditores.̂ ^ 

In determining wfaicfa candidates to support witfa independent expenditures, the 
BTW team relied on several foctors. including: 

• whetfaer tfae incumbent candidate faad an "A" grade on NEA's legislative report card 
for tfae llltfa Congress; 

01 
^ • wfaetfaer tfae incumbent candidate voted in fovor of legislation, including the 
m Education Jobs Fund, Public Law No. 111-226; 

^ • whetfaer tfae candidate was an NEA member; 

^ • wfaetfaer the candidate was a member of the "Bine Dog" caucus; 
Q 
^ • wfaetfaer tfae race was in a key electoral stete (Colorado, New Mexico, Ofaio, 

Pennsylvania, Florida, or Minnesote); and 

• wfaetfaer tfae election was sufficientiy dose to warrant a significant expenditore from 
tiie NEAFund.20 

Applying tfaese foctors, tfae BTW team made the following independent expenditores 
in the 2010 campaign: 

In Ohio's 13th District, the NEA Fund made an independent expenditore for a 
television advertisement opposing Thomas Ganley. Representetive Betty Sutton, Ganley's 
opponent, has an "A" grade on NEA's legislative report card. She also voted in favor of the 
Education Jobs Fund. Publicly available polls showed this to be a close race.̂ ^ 

In Arizona's 5th District, the NEA Fund made an independent expenditore for a 
televisinn advertisement apposing David Schwdkert Representetive Harry Mitchdl, 
Scfaweikert's opponent, faas an "A" grade nn NEA's legislative report card and is a member 
of tfae "Blue Doĝ  caucus. He also voted in fovor of tfae Education Jobs Fund. Publicly 
available polls also showed this to be a close race.̂ z 

In Nortfa Carolina's Stfa District, tfae NEA Fund made several independent 
expenditores for political mail and television advertisemente opposing Harold Jofanson. 

"W.Tfl0. 
"/d.iri2&Tab8. 
»/d.iri3&Tab 8. 
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Representetive Lany Kissel, Johnson's opponent, is an NEA member and faas an "A" grade 
on NEA's legislative report card. He dso voted in fovor oftiie Education Jobs Fund. 
Publicly available polls sfaowed tills to be a close race.23 

In Florida's 22nd District; tfae NEA made several independent expenditores for 
political mail opposing Harold Jofanson. Representetive Ron Klein, Wesf s opponent, is an 
NEA menfoer and has an "A" grade on NEA's legislative report card. He also voted in fovor 
of the Education Jobs Fund. Publidy available polls showed this to be a close race.̂ ^ 

^ C The I'wo News Stories on whidi the Complaint is Premised. 
nn 
«T On September 17,2010, Roll Call pubUshed a stoiy in which Democratic Caucus 
<̂  Cfaairman Representetive Jofan Larson (D-CT) is quoted as saying. "There's no way with the 
Q!- spigot of money tliat tfae rigfat wing faas tfaat we can compete witfa that, but we faope and 
^ tmst tfaat people wfao are incUned to support us get out tfaere and do the job that's going to 
O need to be done."̂ ^ The same article quotes Larson as saying that he asked groups on a 
^ "regular basis" to get involved in the effort to support Democrats tfae 2010 election, and 
^ tfaat, "We can ask. but tfaey faave to decide.''26 Five days later, on September 22,2010, 

Politico publisfaed a story in wfaicfa unnamed sources stete tfaat House Speaker Nancy Pelosi 
(D-CA) "vowed to pressure liberal groups to do more—and quickly," and tfaat "sfae was 
trying to get allied liberd groups to give House Democrats some air cover... ."̂ ^ 

Notwitfastending tfae stories in Roll Call and Politico, tfae NEA Fund's independent 
expenditures were not made in coordination with Pelosi, Larson, Sutton, Mitchell, Kissel, or 
Klein.28 The NEA Fund's BTW team responsible for those independent expenditores had no 
direct or indirect contect with Pelosi, Larson. Sutton, Mitchell, Kissel, Klein, or tfaeir agents 
regarding tfae races in wfaicfa the NEA Fund made independent expenditores for the 2010 
election.29 Nor did the BTW team have any direct or indirect contect with tfae steff or 
campaign for any Member of Congress regarding tfae races in wfaicfa tfae NEA Fund made 
independent expenditures for the 2010 election.'̂ ' In foct, tfae BTW team received no non­
public information conceming the strategy, plans, activities, needs, or communicatiens of 

n W. IT 14 & Tabs 9-11. 

24/d. IT 15 & Tabs 12-13. 

^ Complaint, Attechment 1. 

"W. 

" Complaint, Attechment 2. 

Garramone-Mason Decl. Iflf 8,11,16-18; Farfaglia Decl. f H 5-8; Burke Decl. 5-8; Polidori Decl. 
HH 5-8; Washington Decl. jflf 5-8; Egan Decl. Iff 5-8; Mclnemey Decl. f f 5-8. 

30/d. 
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any candidate or campaign in the races in wfaicfa tfae NEA Fund made independent 
expenditores for tfae 2010 election.̂ ^ 

THE COMMISSION'S STANDARDS FOR DETERMINING 
WHETHER TO INVESTIGATE A COMPLAINT 

Tfae Act provides that "[a]ny person who believes a violation of [the] Act... has 
occurred" may file a complaint witii tfae Commission.32 Sucfa a complaint must "contein a 
clear and concise recitetion oftiie focts wfaicfa describe a violation."^^ Furtfaermore, tfae 
complaint must "differentiate between stetements based upon personal knowledge and 
stetemente based upon information and bellef."̂ ^ To that end, stetemente not based upon 

^ personal knowledge must be "accompanied by an identification of the source of 
01 information whicfa gives rise to tfae complainant's beUef in tiio tmtfa of such steteraeirts."̂ ^ 
IN 

^ Upon receiving a complaint, tfae Commission can proceed with an investigation of 
Q the alleged violation only if it determines, by a vote of at least four members, that there is 
HI "reason to believe" tfae Eolation occurred.̂ ^ If tfae Commtesion determines tfaere is "no 
•H reason to believe" tfae violation occurred, ite inquiiy comes to an end and tfae file is closed 

without forther action.̂ ^ 

A complaint satisfies tfae stetotoiy "reason to believe" stendard "only if [it] sete fortfa 
sufficient spedfic focte, wfaicfa, if proven tme, would constitote a violation oftiie [Act]."̂ ^ 
Conversely, tfae Commission vdll conclude tfaere is "no reason to believe" a violation 
occurred wfaen tfae weU-pleaded allegations of the complaint foU to describe a violation of 
tfae Act or wfaere tfae allegations are so vague as to render a focused investigation 
effectively impossible.̂ ' Tfae Commission's stendard "does not permit a complainant to 
present mere aUegations tfaat tfae Act faas been violated and request tfaat the Comnussion 
undertake an investigation to determine whetfaer tfaere are focte to support tfae diaî ges 

"/d. 

»2U.S.C§437g(a](l). 

3311 C.F.R.§ 111.4(d)(3). 

3«/d.§ 111.4(c). 

35 Id. § 111.4(d)(2). 

3C2U.S.C§437g(a)(2). 

3M1 C.F.R. § 111.9(b); Stetement of Polity Regarding Commission Action in Matters at the Initial Stage 
in the Enforcement Process, 72 Fed. Reg 12545,12546 (Mar. 16.2007). 

3B MUR 4960 {Hillary Rodham Clinton For U.S Sen. Exploratory Comm., Inc), Stetement of Reasons of 
Commissioners Mason. Sandstrom, Smifo, and Thomas at 1-2 (2000). 

3' 72 Fed. Reg. at 12546. 
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The Commission must have more tfaan anonymous suppositions, unsworn stetemente, and 
unanswered questions before it can vote to... cemmmce an investigation."^ 

By ite pldn terms, tfae (^remission's stetotoiy stendard for initiating an 
investigation "is higher ttaai tfae Federal Rules nf Civil Procedure stendard regaiding 
sufficiency of a complaint"^^ Tfaus, any complaint tfaat would not survive a motion to 
dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12 must a fortiori result in a finding of "no 
reason to believe." In otfaer words, a complaint does not suffice if it "tenders 'naked 
assertion [s]' devoid of'furtfaer foctoal enliancement'"̂ ^ Mor is tfae Commission bound to 
accept as tme a complaint's "legd concludon[s] coucfaed as a foctoal allegation[s]."̂ 3 
Instead, a properly pleaded complaint must contein "suffident foctoal matter, accepted as 
tme, to 'stete a claim... tfaat is plausible on ite foce."^ "Tfae plausibUity stendard... asks 
for more tfaan a sfaeer possibiUty tfaat a [respondent] has acted unlawfolly."^^ If a complaint 
"pleads focte that are 'merely eoiislstent witii' a [respondent's] liability," it "stops sfaort of 
the line between possibUity and plausibility."^ 

Finally, even wfaere tfae complaint properly alleges a violation of tfae Act, the 
Commission wiU conclude there is "no reason to believe" tfae violation occurred wfaen tfae 
respondent's response refotes tfae complaint's well-pleaded allegations with sufficientiy 
compelling evidence.̂ ^ 

ANALYSIS OF THE COMPLAINT 

The Complaint alleges that tfae NEA Fund—along witfa more tfaan twenty otfaer 
entities—made expenditures for campaign ads tfaat were coordinated witfa Pelosi, Larson, 
and "unnamed" other Members of Congress. The allegations in tfae complaint are based on 
tfae foct that the NEA Fund ran independent expenditores in the critical October time 
period, wfaen virtoally all independent expenditores are mn, coupled witfa tfae two 
September news stories in wfaicfa Pelosi and Larson reportedly made stetemente urging 
liberal-leaning groups to air ads supporting Democratic candidates who were being out-

*̂  MUR 6056 (Protect Colo. Jobs) Statement of Reasons of Vice Chainnan Petersen and Commissioners 
Hunter and McGahn at 6 n.l2 (2Q09). See also MUR 5467 {Michael Maore). First General Counsel's Report, at 
5 (2004) ("Purely speculative charges, especially when accompanied by a direct refutation, do not form an 
adequate basis to find a reason to believe that a violation offoe [Act] has occurred."). 

41 MURs 5977 & 6005 (Amerfcan Leadership Project) Stetement of Reasons of Vice Chairman Petersen 
and Commissioners Hunter and McGahn at 4-5 n.l2 (2009) (emphasis added). 

4Z Ashcrofi V. Iqbal, 129 S.Ct 1937,1949 (2009) (quoting BellAti. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544,557 
(2007)). 

43 Twombly. 550 U.S. at 555. 

44 Iqbal, 129 S.Ct at 1949 (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 570) (emphasis added). 

45 Id. (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556). 

4« Id. (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 557). 

47 Id.; see also 72 Fed. Reg. at 12546. 
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spent by conservative groups.̂  An attechment to tfae complaint spedfically identifies 
faundreds of ads that ran In tfae days and weeks following these two stories—including tfae 
NEA Fund's ads opposing Republican House candidates Ganley, Schweikert, Jofanson, and 
West̂  The Complaint conchides tfaat aU of tfaese ads were made at tfae "request or 
suggestion" of "Pelosi and faer faencfamen" and must therefore be treated as in-kind 
contributions to tfae candidates.̂  

Altfaougfa the First Amendment assures a right to make unlimited independent 
1̂  expenditores expressly advocating tfae election or defeat of a candidate,̂ ^ expenditores 
1̂  made in coordination with a candidate or campaign constitote in-kind contributions tfaat 
Ml are subject to tfae source and amount Kmitetions oftiie Act̂ ^ Generally speaking, 
"ST coordination occurs wfaen an individud or entity makes a dedstou about speiiding on 
^ election advertictag in cnoperation, consultetion or concert witfa, or at tfae request or 
^ suggestion nf, a candidate, tfae candidate's campaign, foe candidate's agente, or a political 
<qr party aimmittee.̂ 3 
G 
'^ Under tfae Commission's extent regulations, a communication wiU be considered 

coordinated if satisfies botfa a "content"-based stendard and a "conduct"-based stendard.̂  
Tfae "content" stendards include electioneering communications, republisfaed campaign 
materials, ads expressly advocating tfae election or defeat of a candidate, and materials tfaat 
refer to a candidate witfain particular timefi'ames.̂ ^ The "conduct" stendards indude a 
candidate's suggestion or request to make die commnnication, a candidate's materid 
invalvement in the comnmnication. a candidate's substeiitlai discussion concerning tfae 
communication witfa tfae entity that makes it tfae use oftiie same vender as the candidate to 
create or distribute tfae communication, tfae involvement of a candidate's former employee 
in making tfae communication, and formal agreement or collaboration between tfae 
candidate and the entity making the communication.̂ ^ 

Tfae Commission's regulations also provide a "safe harbor" for communications 
made pursuant to a written "firewall" poUcy that prevente information from flowing 

48 Complaint at 2-6. 
49 The NEA Fund made independent expenditures in connection wifo ofoer House races, as well. (5ee 

http://images.nictusa.com/cgi-bin/jicimg/?C0(HI032Sl.) This response will not address foose expenditores, 
however, because the attechment to the Complaint references only foe NEA Fund's expenditores in 
connection wifo foe OH-13, AZ-5, NC-8. and FL-22 races. 

so Complaint at 7. 
SI See Citizens United v. FEC, 130 S.Ct 876,896-913 (2010). 
»5ee 2 U.S.C §§ 441a(a)(7)(B)(i). 
S3/d. 

5411 C.F.R.§ 109.21(a). 
ss/d.§ 109.21(c). 
5</d.§ 109.21(d). 
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between the candidate and those making the communication. Under this safe harbor, the 
conduct prong of tfae coordination inquiry will not be mdt ifa group witfain an organization, 
acting pursuant to a written policy tiiat is adequately distributed to all rdevant persomiel, 
arranges tfae organization's indepeiKient expenditures wfaUe being "waUed ofi" from 
candidates, campaigns, party committees, and any non-public information about 
candidates', campaigns', or party committees' campaign plans, projecte, activities, or 
needs.̂ ^ 

As we now explain there are two separate and independent reasons why tfae 
1̂  Commission should vote that there is "no reason to believe" the NEA Fund committed the 
^ violation alleged in the Complaint First; tfae NEA Fund did not meet tfae conduct prong for 
^ coordination because it esteblisfaed and used a firewaU tiiat insdated tfae BTW team from 
01 tfae candidates named in tfae NEA Fund's independent expenditones, as wdl as from nnn-
<̂  public faifonnation about the candidates', campaigns', or poUticnl pnrty committees' 
^ campaign plans, projecte, activities, or needs.̂ ^ Second, evon in tfae absence of the NEA 
Q Fund's shovdng tiiot it is entitied to tfae firewaU "safe faarbor," the Complaint foUs to set 
Hi fortfa sufficiently specific foctual allegations tfaat tfae NEA Fund violated tfae Act Instead, to 
'-I the extent tfae Complaint aUeges specific focte at all, tfaose focte foil to describe a violation of 

tfae Act Tfae Complaint's bald assertion tfaat a violation occurred is supported only by 
I vague supposition and inferences, most of wfaicfa are not even spelled out in tfae Complaint 

Tfae Commission faas never relied upon sucfa flimsy or scaCtersfaot accusations to initiate an 
investigation, and it sfaould not do so faere. 

A. The NEA Fund is Entitlod to the "Safe Harbor̂  fbr tha EstabllshnonI: 
and Uae nf a Firewall. 

Even if tfae Complaint otfaerwise alleged a plausfole case of coordination against tfae 
NEA Fund— ŵfaicfa it does not. see part B, infixi—the Commission should stiU flnd "no 
reason to believe" the dieged violation occurred because the NEA Fund is entitied to the 
"safe harbor" for esteblishment and use of a firewall. As tfae Commission faas recognized, 
tfais safe faarbor provision provides "a vi^y... to respond to'speculative compiainte aUeging 
coordination when... faced with tiying to 'prove a negative' by showing that coordination 
did notdccur." '̂ 

Tfae NEA Fund is entitled to the safe harbor because it properly estebUsfaed and 
enforced a written firewall policy that insulated the BTW team fixim the candidates named 
in tfae NEA Fund's independent expenditores, as well as from non-public information about 

S7 Id. § 109.2101): see also Shays v. FEC, 528 F.3d 914,929 (D.C. Cir. 2008); 
5" The NEA Fund does not dispute tiiat the Indepemleni expenditures referenced in the complaint 

satisfy the "content* prang ofthe Commission's regulations, since all ofthe ads expressly advocated foe 
election or defeat of an Identified candidate for federal office. See 11 CF.R. § 109.21(c). 

5' Explanation and Justification for the Regulations on Coordinated Communications, 71 Fed. Reg 
33190,33206 Qune 8,2006). 

I -
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tfae candidates', campaigns', or political party comntittees' campaign plans, projecte, 
activities, or needs. Furtfaermore, tfae Complaint conteins no aUegations—-speciflc or 
otfaerwisê indirating tfaat the NEA Fund sfaould lose the protection ofthe safe harbor. 

1. The NEA Fund maintained a written firewall polity that 
insulated the BTW team from non-public information about 
candidates', campaigns', or political party committees' 
campaign plans, projects, activities^ or needs. 

Ul 
^ As explained above and in the swom declarations atteched to tfais response, the NEA 
lii Fund esteblisfaed and mainteined a written flrewdl policy: tfae BTW poUcy. In accordance 
"•̂  with tfae Commisdon's regulations, tfaat policy profaibited the flow of information between 
^ the BTW team and all otfaers—induding NEA steff and vendnrs—conceming any non-
^ public information about candidates', campaigns', or poUtical party committees* campaign 
«g- plans, projecte, activities, or iieeds.̂ ^ Tfae BTW policy vî s dso reduced to writing. 
Q distributed to all affected eiqployees, consultante, and vendors, dl of whom were directed 
*̂  to comply witfa tfae poUcy,̂ ^ 

Under tfae NEA Fund's BTW policy, eacfa assignment of a new member to tfae BTW 
team was accompanied by a memorandum to all NEA and NEA Fund steff notifying tfaem of 
tfae assignment and reminding tfaem to comply with tfae speciflc restrictions conteined in 
the policy. As explained in tfaese memoranda, tfae purpose of tfais policy was "tb avoid 
Ulegal coordination, or even the appearance of such coordinatinn" by esteUishing a 
"firewall" hetween steff working en mdependent expenditores and aU other staff, indudieg 
tfaose working on lobbying or menibership communications.̂ ^ Under the terms of the 
policy, steff members were prohibited from communicating with the BTW team about any 
ofthe foUowing: tfae plans, projecte, activities, campaign strategy, or needs of tfae 
candidates, political party committees, or agente tfaereof; tfae creation, planning, 
production, or distribution of any independent expenditores or any non-public information 
tfaat migfat be used in creating, planning produdng or distributing such communications; 
the message, stmctore, timing, format, or intended audience for any independent 
expenditores; outeide organizations engaged in making independent experiditores; or any 
aspect of NEA's or any stete affiliate's 2010 hitemal mtmibership campaigns.̂ ' 

M See 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h}(l) CThe firewdU must be designed and bnplemented to prohibit the flow 
of information between employees or consultente providing services for foe person paying for foe 
communication and those employees or consultents currentiy or previously providing services to foe 
candidate who is cleariy identified in foe communication, or foe candidate's aufoorized committee, foe 
candidate's opponent the opponent's authorized committee, or a political party committee."). 

" See/d.§ 109.21(h)(2). 
" Garramone-Mason Decl. ̂  2-7 & Tabs 1-3. 
M/d. 
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In addition, all vendors working with the NEA Fund on independent expenditores 
were infomied of the written BTW policy and were contractoally obUgated-to maintein tfae 
integrity of the "flrewdl" created by the BTW policy.̂  Accordingly, vendors wamanted 
that they faad not performed any services for a candidate in a stete in wfaicfa tfae NEA Fund 
mokes faidependent expenditores; fortfaermore, they agreed not to use or communicate to 
tfae BTW team any campaign's strategy, plans, activities, needs, or communications.̂ ^ 

Tfae Commission's regulations do not dictete specific procedures tfaat must be 
followed to come within the firewall-poUcy safe harbor. Instead, the Commission has 
explained, "a firewdl is more effective if esteblished and Implemented by each organization 
in ligfat of ite specific erigaruzation, diente, and personnel."̂ ^ And, mucfa like tfae firewall 
approved by tfae Commission in MUR 5506 {EMILY's List), tfae NEA Fund's BTW policy 
"barred [B'TW team members and vendors], as a mdttec ef poUcy, from cateracting with 
Federd candidates, political party comnnittees, or the agente ofthe foregoing."^' Tfae policy 
also baned BTW team members and vendors "from interacting wtth otfaers within [NEA 
and the NEA Fund] regarding specifled candidates or offieefaolders."̂ ^ As a result, the 
policy satisfles the safe-harbor requiremente by prohibiting those who worked directiy or 
indirectiy witfa candidates or tfaeir party committees from discussing and conveying 
material information to tfae NEA Fund steff wfao handled tfae advertising buys.̂ ^ 

2. The Complaint fails to identify "spedfic information" 
indicating the NEA Fund failed to follow the BTW policy. 

Tfae Commission's regulations provide tfaat tfae safe harbor provision "does not 
apply if spedfic information indicates that, despite the firewall infbrmation about tfae 
candidate's or poUtical party committee's campaign plans, projecte, activities, or needs tfaat 
is material to the creation, production, or distribution of tfae communication was used or 
conveyed to the person paying for the communication."̂ '̂ Yet. for from identifying any 
"specific infomiation" of a foilure to follow a flrewaU policy that would defeat NEA Fund's 
entitiement to the safe harbor, the Complaint does not mention the NEA Fund's BTW policy 
atalL Moreover, as demonstrated In tfae swom declarations, tfae BTW members followed 
tfae policy foithfuUy end were tfaereby completely insulated from, non-public information 
about tiie candidate's, campaign's, or perty oomnrittce's plans, projecte, activities, or needs. 

«4/dir9&Tabs4-7. 
«/d 

M 71 Fed. Reg. at 33206. 
» MUR 5506 {EMILY'S List), First General Counsel's Report at 6-7 (2005). 
«/d 
« See 71 Fed. Reg. at 33206-07. 
"> 11 C.F.R.§ 109.21(h). 
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The NEA Fund's BTW team for independent expenditores in connection witfa tfae 
2010 election for tfae House of Representetives consisted of Ms. Garrainone-Mason, Mr. 
Farfaglia^ Mr. Burke, Mr. PoUderi, Mr. Egan, Mr. Mclnemey, and Mr. Wasfaington.̂ ^ As each 
of those individuals have swom in tfae atteched declarations, they fdttifoUy followed the 
requiremente of Che BTW policy. In each race in wfaicfa tfae NEA Fund made independant 
expenditores for tfae 2010 election, the BTW team members faad no direct or indirect 
communications witfa tfae candidates or campaigns—or with persons wfao tfaemselves had 
communications with the candidates or campaigns—about: the plans, projecte, activities, 
campaign strategy, or needs the candidates, campaigns, politicd party committees, or 

jĵ  agente or representetives thereof; the creation, planning, production, or distribution of any 
ui independent expenditores or any nen-public informatien that migfat be used in creating. 

planning produdng. or dtetributing such communications; the message, stmctore, titning, 
^ format, nr ifitended audience for any independent expenditures; outeide organizatimis 
^ engaged in making independent expenditores; and any aspect of NEA's or any stete 
^ affiUate's 2010 internal membersfaip campaign.̂ ^ 
P 
*̂  In determining wfaicfa candidates to support witfa independent expenditures, tfae 

BTW team relied on several foctors, sucfa as tfae candidate's grade on NEA's legislative 
report care, wfaetfaer tfae candidate voted in fovor recent key legislation, wfaetfaer tfae 
candidate was an NEA member, wfaetfaer tfae candidate was a member of tfae "Blue Dog" 
caucus, wfaetfaer tfae race was in a key electoral stete, and wfaetfaer tfae election was 
suffidentiy dose to warrant a significant expenditore from tfae NEA Fund.̂ ^ JYIMS, contrary 
to dm unsupported allegations in tfae Complaint, tfae NEA Fdud's dedsions concevningi 
independent expenditores were based on criteria tfaat fand nothing to dn with any pressure 
allegedly exerted on imspedfled groups by Pelosi, Larson, or any other "unnamed" Member 
of Congress. 

As the foregoing demonstrates, tfae vinritten BTW policy completely insulated tfae 
NEA Fund's BTW team responsible for tfae independent expenditores at issue from all non­
public information about candidates', campaigns', or political party committees' campaign 
plans, projects, activities, or needs. Tfaat being so, tfae NEA Fund is folly entitied to tfae 
protection of tfae "safe harbor" provision for esteblishment and use of a ffaFewaU. 

B. Even Without tho Safe Harlior, the NEA Fund is Entitled to Dismissal 
Because tfae Complaint Fails to Plausibiy Allege a Violation of the 
Act 

The most remarkable featore of the Complaint is the complete absence of any 
speciflc allegations of coordinated conduct involving any particular respondent, including 

Garramone-Mason Decl.̂  14. 
'3 Id. Iff 8,11.16-18; Farfaglia Decl. 115-8; Burke Decl. H 5-8; Polidori Decl. H 5-8; Washington 

Decl. 115-8; Egan Decl. H 5-8; Mclnemey Decl. H 5-8. 
73 Garramone-Mason Decl. 110. 
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the NEA Fund. Instead, tfae Complaint's apparent methodology is simply to identify 
organizations that began mnning independent expenditores fovoring Democratic 
candidates afl:er tfae appearance of tiie September Roll Call and Politico stories and to tfaeli 
level conclusory charges of coordinatinn against dl of them. Sucfa a scattersfaot approecfa 
does not satisfy the Commission's "reason to believe" stendard, for it "present[s] mere 
allegations that the Act has been violated and request[s] tfaat the Commission undertake an 
investigation to determine wfaetfaer tfaere are focte to support tfae cfaarges."̂ ^ 

1. The statements contained in tite press reports do not support 
^ the Complaints claim of coordination. 
Ul 
^ To the extent tfae Complaint suggeste tfaat stetemente conteined in tfae Roll Call and 
0) Politico stories are by themselves suffident to esteblisfa tfae "request or suggestion" element 
^ ofthe conduct prnng.'̂  the Complaint fdls on ite foce. Statemente made te press—even 
^ unambiguous pleas for others to make expenditunes advocating the election or defeat of 
Q candidates—do not qualify as a "request or suggestion" for purposes of tfae coordination 
I-i analysis. As tfae Commission faad explained, tfae "request or suggestion" stendard "is 
^ intended to cover requeste or suggestions made to a select audience, but not tfaose offered 

to tfae public generally."̂ ^ For example, "a request in a public campaign speeefa or a 
newspaper advertisement is a request to tfae general public and is not covered, but a 
request during a speedi to an audience at an invitetion-only dinner or during a 
membersfaip organization function is a request to a select audience and thereby satisfles 
the conduct atendand "̂^ Applying thie dear delineation, it is readily apparent that the 
public stetements by Larson in tfae Roll Call article do nut sfaow tfae type of "request or 
suggestion" required to meet tiie content prong of the coordination analysis. 

Tfae same is true ofthe second-hand aecounte of stetemente attributed to Pelosi in 
the Politico stoiy. Even if tfaose stetemente were made to a "select audience" of other 
Members of Congress, tfaat audience did not include tfae NEA Fund. Thus, any press stories 
reporting such stetemente cannot qualify as a "request or suggestion" within the meaning 
of tfae Commission's regulations. In any event, anonymously-sourced faearsay of tfae kind 
conteined in the Politico article is insufficient to support a "reason to believer flnding.^^ 

'4 MUR 6056 {Protect Colo. Jobs) Statement of Reasons of Vice Chairman Petersen and Cammissionors 
Hunter and McGahn at 6 n.l2. See also MUR 5467 {Michael Moore), First General Counsel's Report at 5. 

75 See Complaint at 6-7. 
7* Explanation and Justification for Regulations on Coordinoted and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. 

Reg. 421,432 (Feb. 3,2003). 
^Id. 
Ŝee MUR 6056 {Protect Colorado Jobs) Stetement of Reasons of Vice Chairman Petersen and 

Commissioners Hunter and McGahn at 8 (rejecting allegations of coordination foat "relie[d] upon a rafoer 
lengthy chain of unsworn suppositions and hearsay"). Sea also MURs 5977 & 6005 {American Leadership 
Project) Stetement of Reasons of Vice Chairman Petersen and Commissioners Hunter and McGahn at6 n.20 
(2009) ("[Aldherence to the Commission's regulations regarding sources of information conteined in 

{continued...) 
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2. The Complaint's reliance on the timing ofthe NEA Fund's 
independent expenditures does not establish a plausible case 
of coordination. 

Although tfae Complaint generally dleges tfaat Pelosi, Larson, and unnamed other 
Members of Congress pressured imspedfled groups to mn ads in fovor of Democratic 
Candidates, there is only a ̂ ngle foctual aUegation in the entire Complaint spedflc to the 
NEA Fund—namely, that tfae NEA Fund's "independent expenditures began on 
10/5/2010."̂ ' Based on tfae timing of tfaese independent expenditores in relation to tfae 
Politico and Roll Call stories, tfae Complaint baldly asserte tfaat it is "perfectiy clear̂  tfaat aU 

i(\ of tfae respondente, induding tfae NEA Fund, "yielded to the demands of Democratic leaders 
and steffers."™* 

^ On tfae contrary, tfae only tiling made "perfectiy clear" by tfaese allegations is tfaat tfae 
^ claim of coordination in tfae Complaint reste entirely on tfae textbook logical fallacy of post 
Q hoc, ergo propter hoc (after this, therefore because of this}.̂ ' Simply put. aUeging a 
^ sequence cannot substitote for alleging spedflc focte of causation, particularly wfaere that 
'^ sequence of evente "vras not only compatible vdth, but indeed was more likely expldned 

by, lawfol... befaavior."B2 

The NEA Fund ran ite independent expenditores in tfae remaining weeks before tfae 
election because, as anyone fomUiar with elections knows, tfaat is wfaen voters are most 
attentive and likely to be influenced by an ad's message.B3 Indeed, tfae date from tfae 
Commission's own Disclosure Date Catdog reveal tfaat. of a//tfae independent expenditores 
mn for tfae General Electien House Races in 2010, more tfaan 90% (approximatoly 2-2,000 
out of24,000] were made after the appearance of tfae Politico article.̂ ^ 

Furthermore, the timing of tfae NEA Fund's actions in the 2010 midterm elections is 
similar to tfae timing of ite independent expenditores in past midterm elections. For 
example, during tfae last mid-term election, in 2006, tfae NEA Fund ran ite flrst Independent 
expenditures on October 2,2006—5 weeks before tfae election,̂ ^ and ran ite first 

compiainte cautions against accepting as true foe stetemente of anonymous sources (especially since foe 
Commission's regulations expressly prohibit consideration of anonymous compiainte. 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a))."). 

"Complaint at 4. 
w»/d. 

See, e.g., Robert J. Gula, Nonsense: A Handbook of Logical Fallacies 95-96 (2002). 
n/4to/,129 S.CLatl950. 
"3 See Citfzens United, 130 S. Ct at 895 ("It is well known that foe public begins to concentrate on 

elections only in the weeks immediately before fo^ are held. There are short time frames in which speech 
can have influence."). 

"4 See http://www.fBtgav/data/lndependentExpenditure.do?format!=html. 
>3 See http://images.nictusa.com/pdf/656/2693041d6S6/269304186S6.pdf. 
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independent expenditore ads 4 weeks before the 2010 election. This pattem reflecte only 
tfae reality tfaat tile NEA Fund, like eveiy otfaer poUticd committee; runs ite independent 
expenditore ads at the time they are most effective—in the fmal weeks before any election. 
That reality provides no footing at aU for the Complaint's conclusory assertion tfaat the NEA 
Fund engaged in impermissible coordination. 

3. Any finding of a "reason to believe" that coordination 
occurred would depend on a lengthy and unsupported chain 
ofinferences 

Because tfae Complaint cannot plausibly allege a case of coordination based solely 
on the timing of tfae NEA Fund's independent expenditores, any "reason to believe" flnding 
would have to preceed down a lengthy chain of additianal inferences to bridge the gaps in 
tfae Complaint Those tnfsrences would be unwarranted even in the absence of a direct 
refiitetion ofthe allegation of coordination.̂ ^ And tfaey are especially unwarranted wfaere, 
as here, tfae condusoiy allegations faave been directiy refuted with swom declarations. 

.As noted above, the "request or suggestion" element of the conduct prong "is 
intended to cover requeste or suggestions made to a select audience, but not those offered 
to the public generally." ̂  Yet the Complaint conteins no allegation at all (mucfa less one 
made with the required level of factoal spedflcity) tfaat tfaere was any contect between 
Pdosi, LarsQii) or other Member of Congress and a "select audience" that induded the NEA 
Fond. Tfaus, any flnding tfaat a violation ocairred would first require an inference— 
witfaout any fiictual support in tfae Complaint—tfaat contect occnrred between Members of 
Congress and tfae NEA Fund 

Moreover, even granting the unwarranted inference tfaat tfae contect occurred, the 
Complaint conteins no allegation tfaat Members of Congress involved in the contect 
requested or suggested tfaat tfae NEA Fund mn ads for or against the specific candidates 
named in the NEA Fund's independent expenditore communications. After all, tfae 
Commission faas expressly disavowed any reading of tfae coordination mles that would 
"broadly affectQ communications made with respect to all candidates after the person 
paying for such commumiretions has received a request or suggestton from any 
candidate."Bî  Rather, as tfae Cammission faas explained, tfae conduct prong cannot be 
satisfied "witfaout some link between tfae request or suggestion and tfae candidate or 
politicd party who is. or that is, clearly identifled in the communication."̂ ? |n the absence 

^ See MUR 6059 (Senit Pamettfor Congress) Factual and Legal Afialysis at 5-6 (2009) (flnding no 
reason to believe a violation occurred where foe complaint did "not contein specific allegntiens as to foe 
conduct stendards" and instead "merely relied on foe inference that foe communication had been 
coordinated"). 

68 Fed. Reg. at 432. 
" fd. at 431 (emphases added). 
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of any spedflc allegations in tfae Complalnti tfaat link could only be suppUed faere by pure 
speculation. 

Finally, even granting foe inference tfaat tfaere was contect between tfae NEA Fund 
and Members of Congress wfan reqpested or suggested that the NEA Fund run ads fovoring 
spedfled candidates, the conduct stendard would stiU not be met unless those Members of 
Congress acted as "agente" of tfae candidates named in tfae NEA Fund's independent 
expenditore communications.̂  Yet, tfae Complaint alleges no focte wfaateoever to support 
a flnding of agency. And, it would be unwarranted for tfae Commission to infer tfaose facte 

^ in determining wfaetfaer tfaere is "reason to believe" a violation occurred. 
un 
^ On ite foce, tfais Compihuit fails to meet tfae stetotoiy "reason to believe" stendard 
01 because it lacks "suffident specific focte, wfaicfa, if proven true, would constitote a violation 
^ of the [Act]."9̂  Ner can that defect in tfae Complaint be remedied by piling speculati on atop 
^ speculation. The Commission should tfaerefore vote to find "no reason to beUeve" that tfae 
O NEA Fund committed tfae violation alleged tfae Complaint 

CONCLUSION 

For tfae reasons steted above, tfae Commission sfaould find tfaere is "no reason to 
believe" tfaat tfae violation aUeged in tfae Complaint occurred. Accordingly, tfae Commission 
sfaould close ite file in tfais inatter witfa no fortfaer action. 

RespectfoUy submitted, 

Alice O'Brien 
Jason Walte 
Counsel to the NEA Fund and 
NEA Fund Treasurer John Wilson 

^ Id. at 432. 

>̂ MUR 4960 {Hillary Rodham Clinton For U.S Sen. Exploratory Comm., Inc), Stetement of Reasons of 
Commissioners Mason, Sandstrom, Smith, and Thohias at 1-2. 
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24 / 48 HOUR NOTICE OF INDEPENDBNT / COORDINATED EXPENDITUliE, on : 10A)6/2010 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 10/06/2010 09 :10 
120116th StNW 819 420 

WasMngton 
FECID No. 

DC 20036 
C00003251 • 244tourNailce 13 484Hour NoHee 

SCHEDULE E (FEC Fonn 3X) 
ITEMIZED INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES 

NAME OF COMMnTEE (In FuO) 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

Check if L j a4-hournotlce G l 48-hour notice 
FUH Name (Last. Rrst. Middle, IniUri) of Payee 

Joe Blade White Ccmmunicalions Inc. 

Mailing Address 
437 Franklin Street 

Cily 
Buffak) 

Stats 
NY 

ZipCode 
14202 

Purpose of Expendtture 

groductkin and Media 
uy 

Category/ 
Type 

004 

Nane of Federal Candidate supported or Opposed by aKpandnure: 
Thomas D Ganley 

Calendar Year-To-Date Per Eledion 

for Office Sought 
550000.00 

Full Name (Last. Hrst. Middle. Initial) of 

Envision Communications Inc. 

Mailing Address 
2715 MStreetNW Ste 100 

Cily 
Washington DC 

ZipCode 
20007 

Purpose of Expenditure 

groduction and Media 
uy 

Category/ 
Type 004 

Name of Fsderai Candidate supported or Opposed by essMndhure: 
David Schweikert 

Calendar Year-To-Oata Per Eleetion 

for Office Sought 
650000.00 

PAGE OF 1/1 
FOR LINE 24 OF FORMSX 

FEC tDENmCAllON NUMBER 

C| C00.00325L1 . . . I 

Date 
IM M I / I 0 0 I / I V V V V I 
I 10 I I OS) I 2010 I 
Amount 

[ 550000.00 ] 
Offlce Sought: Houae State: 

Senate Dlstriel; 13 
Presidential 

CheokOne: Q Support Oppose 

Disbursement For: Q Primary G3 General 2010 

i n Other (specify): 

TranaactlonID: B351306 

Date 
IM M I / I D D I I I V V V ' 

UiJ LMJ I ,2QiQ 
Amount 

[ 650000.00 

Office Sought: X House Slate: A2 
Senate District; 05 
Presldentiai 

CheokOne: Q Support Oppose 

DIsbureement For Q Primary [2] General 2010 

n Other (specify): 

TranaacUon ID: 8368782 

(a) SUBTOTAL ol Itemized indapendeni Expsndltwes..... 

(b) SUBTOTAL of Unitemized Independent Expenditures. 

(c) TOTAL Independent Expenditures 

1200000.00 

1200000.00 

Under peneliy ol peiiury I oertHy that the independent expenditures reponed herdn viere not made In eooperadon, eonsuliation, or concert with, 
or at the lequesi or suggesHon ol, any candldeie or euihorlzed committee or agent of dther, or (M the reporting endiy Is not e poililcsl pany 
oommlnee) any political party commiltee or its eeent 

John 1 Wilson 
signature 

EH'CUl' V V V V 

PEC Selwdtils E (torn M) (RMisad 020003) 
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' ' ^ 2 4 M 8 HOUR NOTICE OF INDEPENDENT/ COORDINATED EXPENDITURE, on : 10/08/2010 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 10/08/2010 16 : 04 

1201 16th SI IW Ste 420 

Washington 
FEC ID No. 

DC 20036 
C00003251 • 24-Haur Notioe IS 48-Hour Naik» 

SCHEDULE E (FEC Form 3X) 
ITEMIZED INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES 

NAME OF COMMnTEE (In Full) 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

a4-hour nottee 48-hour nottee 
Full Name (Last, Rrat. Middle, initiai) of 

Gumbinnar and Daviea Communieattons 

MaWng Address 
718 Seventh Street NW Ste 310 

City 
Washington 

stele 
DC 

ZipCode 
20001 

Purpoee of Expenditure 
Political mail 

Category/ 
Typo 

1 004 I 

Name of FMeral Candkiate supported or Opposed by expendHure: 
Harold Johnson 

Calendar Year-To-Oale Per Electtan 
for Offtee Sought 

165209.40 

PAGE OF t/1 
FOR UNE 24 OF FORMSX 

FEC IDENnFICAIION NUMBER 

C00.003251 

i M M I / I D D I I I Y ¥ Y Y I 

I 1.0 I r QOl I .2010 I 
Amoum 

L 165209.40 J 
Offtee Sought: x Houae State; NC 

Dlatrtel: 08 

CheokOne: [^Support [^ Oppoae 

OtabursementFor: Q Primary G l General 2010 

n Other (epecify):_, 

TraneadionlD: B369497 

(a) SUBTOTAL of lemized independent Expenditures..... 

(b) SUBTOTAL of Unitemized hdependent-EKpendibires. 

(6) TOTAL Independent Expenditures 

165209.40 

1 
165209.40 I 

Under penalty ol perjury I certify Ihat the independent eivenditures reported herein were not made in GOoperaHon, consuitaikin, or concert \ 
or et the request or suggestion ol, any csndidsie or eulhorlzsd oommiRss or sgom of eittier, or (H Vw reporting entity is not a polilical party 
oommittee) any political pany committee or its sgonl 

John I Wilson 
Signature 

FEC ScMdUto E (Fom M) (Ra«iied 020003) 
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24 / 48 HOUR NOTICE O F INDEPENDENT / COORDINATED EXPENDITURE, on : 10/13/2010 
NEA Fund (or Children and Public Education 10/13/2010 16 : 1 3 

120116th StNW Ste420 

Washington 
FEC ID No. 

OC 20036 
C00003251 • 24-Haur Notice 19 48-Hour Nottee 

10 

SCHEDULE E (FEC Fomi 3X) 
ITEMIZED INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES 

NAME OF COMMnTEE (In Full) 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

Check if C I 24-h6urnotfce [ x l 48-hour nottee 
FuO Name (Last. First, MkMie. initiai) of Payee 

Shorr Johnson Magnus 

Maiflng Addreas 
1831 Chestnut Street Ste 602 

City 
Philadelphia PA 

Zip Code 
19103 

Purpoae of Expenditure 
TV Advertising 

Category/ 
Type 

004 I 

Name of Federal Candidate supported or Opposed by aovendlture; 
Harold Johnson 

Calendar Yaar-To-Daie Per Eieciten 

for Offtoe Sought 
471204.40 

PAQE OF 1/1 

FOR LINE 24 OF FORMSX 
FEC IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

1 C00P0325.1 

Date 
I M M I / I D 0 I / I Y Y • Y Y I 

L j i J \ W I .8Q10 I 
Amount 

[ 305995.00 J 
Offtee Sought: Houae Stale: NC 

Senato District: 08 
PraaMentfal 

ChackOne: Q Support g j Oppcae 

DIsburaement For: O Primary Q General 2010 

n Other (specify): 

TranaaettonlD: B369689 

(e) SUBTOTAL d itemized Independent Expenditures 

(b) SUBTOTAL d Unitemized Independent Expenditures. 

(e) TOTAL independent Expenditures 

305995.00 

305995.00 

Under pendty d perjury I certify thst the Independent expenditures reported herdn were nol mede in oocperetton, consultation, or concert with, 
or«the request or suggestion d , sny csndidsie or suSiortzsd committse or sgent d eittisr, or (H die reporting entity le nd a pditicd psrty 
comminee) sny pditicd pony committee or its i 

John 1 Wilson 
Signature 

FEC Sehadula E (Fom 24) (Rmiwtf 020003) 
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24 / 48 HOUR NOTICE OF INDEPENDENT / COORDINATED EXPENBITURE, o n : 10/15/2010 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 10/15/2010 15:58 

1201 lethStNW Ste420 

Washington 

FEC ID No. 
DC 20038 

C00003251 • 24-Hour l̂ lottee IS 48-Hour lyioitee 

SCHEDULE E (FEC Fbrm 3X) 
ITEMIZED INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES 

NAME OF COMMITTEE (in Fuil) 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

Check H [ 24-hour nottee [ x l 48-hBurnoltee 
FuH Name (Last, First, Middle, Initial) of Payee 

Gumbinner and Davles Communteattens 

Mailing Addreas 
718 Seventh Street NW Ste 310 

City 
Washington 

state 
DC 

ZipCode 
20001 

Purpose of Expendtture 
Production. aridpQsta-
ge for political rnair -

Category/ 
Type 

004 

Nama of Federai Candkiate eupported or Oppoeed bf expenditere: 
Harold Johnson 

Calendar Year-To-Oate Per Electtan 

for Office Sought 
634445.03 

OF U\ 
FOR LWE 24 OF FORiyi 3X 

FEC tOENnnCATION NUMBER 

|C| (3oobo32?r 

|M M I / I D D 1 # I Y Y Y Y 

U i J L j i J I .go.iQ 
Amount 

[ 163240.63. . I 

Offioe Souglit: Houee Slate; NC 
Senete District: 08 
Prasidantial 

CheokOne: Q Support [ J J Oppose 

Disbursement Ron Q Primary G 3 General 2010 

n Other (specify): 

ID: B370465 

(a) SUBTOTAL ol Itemized indopendent Eiqpsndilurss 

(b) SUBTOTAL d Unitemized independent Expenditures. 

(c) TOTAL Independent Expendituree 

nz 163240.63 

163240.63 1 

Under penalty d perjury I certify thd the independent expenditures reported 
or d the request or suggestion d , any candklele or auSwrlzed comminee or 
oommitlee) any pditicd party committee or its agent. 

John 1 Wilson 
Signature 

were nd made in cooperathin, conedtdkin, or concert \ 
d dther, or (if the reporting entlly is nd a polHicd party 

I M M I / I D D I I I Y Y Y Y I 

U i J LlisJ I .?Qip I 

FEC Sehaauto E Itom 24) (Revfiod 02r2a03) -



(0 
Ul 

0> 

' " ^ 2«748 HOUR NOTICE OF INDEPENDBNT / COORDINATED EXPENDITUBE, o n : 10/15/2010 
NEA Fund tor Children and Public Education 10/15/2010 09 : 58 

1201 16thStNW Ste420 

Washington 
FECID No. 

OC 20036 
C00003251 • 24-Hour Nottee DQ 48-Hour Notioe 

SCHEDULE E (FEC FOnm 3X) 
ITEMIZED INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES 

NAME OF COMMITTEE (in Full) 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

Checkif H ! 24-hournottee [ x l 48-hournottee 
Ful Name (Last. First, MkMto, Initial) of Payee 

Gumbinner and D a ^ 

Mailing Address 
718 7thStreetNW Ste310 

City 
Washington DC 

ZipCode 
20001 

Puipose of Expenditure 
Political mailers 

Satogory/ 
Type 

004 

Name of Faderal CandMate supported or Opposed by expenditure: 
Ailen B West 

Calendar Year-To-Oate Per Eiection 

for Office Sought 
56626.46 

PAGE OF 1/1 

FOR LINE 24 OF FORMSX 
FEC IDENmCATION NUMBER 

|C| coopô si ] . I 
Date 
I M M I I I D 0 I I 1 Y Y Y Y I 

11.01 L i k l I .8010 I 

. 56626,46. . | 
Amount 

Offtoe Sought: Houae Stale; FL 
Senate District: 22 
PraaUaniial 

ChackOne: Support [ ^ O p p o s e 

1^ 

Disbursement For Q Primary Q | General 2010 

n Other (apedfy): 

TraneaolionlO: B370150 
FItod to coneci 10/14 48 hour 
nodee shoukll 
oppcae inal support 

(e) SUBTOTAL d Itemized Independent Expendituree 

(b) SUBTOTAL d Unitemized Independent Expenditures. 

(0) TOTAL Independent Expenditures 

58626.46 

56626.46 

Under pendty d perjury I cerlily ttiat ttie independeili expenditures 
or d the request or suggestion d . any eandidde or authorizad 
committee) any poiitieat party comminee or ito egent 

John I Wilson 

herdn were nd mede in cooperdtan, consultation, or concert wtth, 
or agent d dSwr, or (H the reporting enliiy is nd a poUticd party 

Signature 

fM M I / I 0 D 1 / I Y Y Y ^ 

U J U LJLil I, ,?OiP, 

FEC acheduia E (Fom 24) (Raasad 020003) 



24 / 48 HOUR NOTICE OF INDEPENDBNT /COORDINATED EXPENDITUBE, on : 10/19/2010 
10/19/2010 12:50 NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

1201 16th StNW Ste420 

OC Washington 
FEC ID No. 

20036 
C00003251 244k)urNoltee • 48-Haur Nottee 

l3 
SCHEDULE E (FEC Form 3X) 
ITEMIZED INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES 

NAME OF COMMnTEE (In Full) 
NEA Fund for Children and Public Education 

Checkif 5 1 24-hour nottee [~] 4a^rnollce 
Full Neme (Last, Rrst, Middle. Inhial) of Payae 

Gumbinnar and Dawlas Communieattons 

Msiling Address 
718 Seventh Street NW Ste 310 

Cky 
Washington 

ZipCode 
DC 20001 

Purpoae ol Expendtture 
Production and posta-
ge - poirocaimaw 

Category/ 
Type 

004 

Name of Federai Candkiate supported or Opposed by expendtture: 
Alien B West 

Caiender Year-To-Date Per Eiection 
for OHtee Sought 

112338.04 

Oate 

PAGE OF 1/1 
FOR UNE 24 OF FORMSX 

FEC DENUFKATION NUMBER 

| C | C00b03251 

f r T r i / n r T i / | Y v Y YI 
U i J L i i l ' goiQ i Amount 

[ 55711.58 J 
OfftoeSought: 1x1 House State: FL 

Senato Dhtrict: 22 
Presldentiai 

ChackOne: Q Support g ] Oppoae 

Oiabursamenl Rx: Q Primery Generd 2010 

n Other (apedfy): 

ID: B370463 

(a) SUBTOTAL d Itemized independent Expendhures..... 

(b) SUBTOTAL d Unitemized Independent Expendttures. 

(c) TOTAL Independent Expendituree 

55711 

3 
55711.58 i 

Under pendly of perjury i certtfy ttwt Bie independent expentftures 
or st the requed or suggestton d, sny cendidde or euttwrized 
comminee) any politicd party committee or Ita egeni. 

John i Wilson 

herdn were nd mede in 
or agent d dttier, or (H ttie 

oansulieBon, or concert \ 
eniiiy Is nd apdiited pany 

Signature 

I M M I / I D D I / I Y Y Y Y I 

U i J I 191 I .goio I 

FEC Schedule E (Fttm 24) (Revised 020003) 


